
SAvE S~bl =P,~ri,]I’SCO B                  PAGE 02103

October [4, [998

~Vu-. Rob=rt Per¢iasel~o Mr. Douglas ~eeler
~sist~ Adulator S~r~
U.S. En~o~ent~ ~o~ect~oa Agen~ R~sour~s Agen~
40 ~ M S:r~t, S.W. 1~16 ~m~ S~�~ Suite 1311
W~n~o~ D.C, 20460 Sac~eato, CA 95814

Thank you for in~fiti~g us to attend dee r~cem CALF’ED Poliq Group m~ting in
Sacramento. We write to provide you with some answers to questions raised at that meoting
rogarding ~h¢ nood for a now institution of..~me kind to implement CALFED’s Ecos-vstem
Restoration Program

As you are awar~, overltheli~st year or more, our respective caucuses, as well as other
stakeholders parr-;cipating in C,M,FED’s Assurances Work Group, have concluded laSa~ some type
of new ontity, may be th~ mos~ efficient way nfimplementing the ERP and the Stra’,aRic Plan. This
conclusion is based on several considai’afions.

First, to be successful, this effort should be ~lly m~ged with other scattered and parallel
efforts to restore Cemra[ Vall~ species and ha’oitat ty~es. M~’ely "coordinating" among ag~acies
with differ~n*, mandates and di.~erent persp~.ct.ives is iess �fficient and therefore Less likd¥ to
achieve lasting long-term results. This is not to say that we have any interest in eliminating or
les,sermng any currently existing auzht:riti~ o~ mandates. Rat.her, by bringias ~og~hea" all ofth¢
relevant agencies working on a single integrated protein, the ecosystem is likely to achieve
greater b=nefits.

Second, ~he kinds of authorities nec=ssary to implement the program are now scattered
among various sta~¢, recital, local and ¢v¢u non-profit entiti¢;s. Rather than pieoemaaling
implementation ofth¢ program among these entities, we are ~’eco.,nraending that we design an
entity to suit; the task of implementing this program with the appropriate prerogatives and powers.
None of~h¢ natural resource agenci~.% r.o whom the implementation task would largely fall in
~.bsence of somet,htng new, are currently structured so as to undertake long-term implementation
fbr a program of his magnitude.

Third, the program wi!l be best served by a ~-tructure that includes both federal and mate
Sovorm’nents. De|e,~.at{ng respc~ng~ilit3’ for the ]~I:(P imptemcmafion to one or -:he other w:dl re~alt
in practical as wel! as political problems.

Fourth, the warreat structure is uutanabl¢. Th~ ERP and Strategic Plan are unlikely
su¢c~sf-ul without a permanent professional slat-t" dedicated .:o program implememation ov=r the
long-term. CALb"F.D as it is currently structured has no l¢.aal existence. T~is sm,’er~ly limits ks
capacity and flexibility to conduct even the most basic hiring and contracting ~n¢fions.
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The die,trifles experienced by CALFED staff {a admirtistering the Category 3 funds
pro~,ided by Proposition 204 are illust.r~ive oft.his problem. Sinc~ these fund~ could net be
appropriated to the CALFEE) Day-Delta Program directly, they ,.vere directed to the Resour¢~
A~ency. Since Resources did not have sufficient sra~’to handle the program, the funds were
~rax~ert’ed to a third a~ency, a contrac~ had to be negotiated e~ecoaatmg t.h¢ u ~i~’er ~a~d a Zourth
~r.i~ was ~rouf?,ht ~n m administer a portion 0fthe funds. It took months to resolve these issues
axed award~ tlmt were ~ttaour~ced in December of 1997 did not begixt going to contract until the
sumraer of 199~. A aurnl~r o£ approved projects a~e still a-ovaiting contract:~. These problems
h,xve raised serious questions about the program with congressional appropriators and may
jeopardize future funding.

Moreover, projects implemented with Emds from multiple sources are subjec*. ~o multiple,
and dilating, r~quh ~m~nt:. Thu~, under the curror~ structure, a single ecosystem project rrmy be
implcment.e~I through a myriad of ~tate contract& t’ederal ¢:,~operative a#~’eemen~s from several
agencies, I~PA ~ant~, ~ ~l;reemems. l:~,ach of r.hes¢ vehicles has ks own Ia~ titular
requirements ~nd can result ~ different, or �yon coaflictins, tt’catmene of project proponet~ts.
(For example, federal and state standard hasurance and indemrtific-ation requirements differ.)
There are o~.h~ ~riou~ problcm~ with the ~urrenr ¢tructure that preclude ~t fi’~m providhag atly
as,carance of an �ffectiv¢ implememation vehicle for the ecosystem program.

As ~ ~inal note, we would like to address directly a concern raised at the CALFED
mcetirtg that perhaps the s~akd’mlders are pressing for a new entity as a way of increasing their
control ovc~ the E~ ~nd lh-niting asency" involv~-ttertt. As.we crated, this is incnrrect. Under
current structure,, the stakeholders already; have substantial input to CAI_FED’s pre-
implementation ecosystem piarmJng and spc~dhng via ~he I~cosyst~ Ruu,dtabI¢. Our
.for a ,.ew entity does not depend upon en increased role for stakeholders beyond the curregt level,
althou~a ~he form of that involvement could be sofa�whet different.

Please do no~: hesitate to call us ifyoa have arty questions.

$~cere]v.

~.vmhia L. Koehler Clifford W. Schulz
,S~ve San Francisco Bay Association "fhe Ag/Lkb~
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